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Response to Amendment 

1 . The present Office action is in response to application dated 08 August 2005. 

2. Claims 1-34 are pending in the present application. All claims have been examined. 

Drawings 

3. Previous Objection to the Drawings has been overcome in view of the present 
Amendment. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all. 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

L Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

6. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
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claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR L56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

7. Claims 1-6, 8-13-25, and 27-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Lyles et al. [6,377,583 Bl] in view of Black et al. [US 2003/0174722 Al]. 

Regarding claim 1, Lyles et al. teaches a device (see Figure 3, "31") having a memory 
device (see col. 10, lines 51 and 55; Figure 3, "27"). This device maintains flow control status 
(see " check traffic shaping status "; col. 10, lines 60-61) for a plurality of flows. In the reference, 
each of the flows is identified by an associated index (see "circuit index" and "pointer" to 
location "in data memory 27"; col. 10, lines 54-55). The reference teaches receiving a flow 
control message (see "arrival message") and to determine the associated index for it (see col. 10, 
line 56). The flow control status is updated based on the received flow control message (see 
"determine", col. 10, lines 64-65; col. 11, lines 4-6). 

However, Lyles et al. does not teach a "scoreboard memory" device to maintain flow 
control status or and "updater" to update the flow control status. Regarding these "means", 
Black et al. teaches a device (see Figure 4) where the "scoreboard circuitry" reads messages and 
uses the information therein regarding the identity of a sending port and the status codes in the 
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message to update the status entry for the port (see [0082]). That is, the reference teaches a flow 
control message to update the status by a scoreboard device. 

At the time of the invention, one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
combine the cited disclosures in order to obtain an inexpensive FCAL system with reduced 
components ("bufferless") and increased bandwidth, as taught by Black et al. 

As for claim 2, the Lyles et al. reference teaches that the plurality of flows may be based 
on at least some subset of source/destination (see col. 8, line 17; Figure 7), priority (see col 5, 
line 61), class of service (see col. 2, lines 26-27), and quality of service (col. 1, line 62). 

As for claim 3, the Lyles et al. reference teaches a flow control message is received in 
response to capacity of a queue (see "managed", "sized"; col. 8, lines 46-49). 

As for claim 4, the Lyles et al. reference teaches changing the propriety of objects (see 
col. 6, lines 5-7). 

As for claim 5, the Lyles et al. reference teaches updater includes a comparator 
("recognizer"; col. 10, line 62) to compare the received flow control message and updating 
("determine"; col. 10, line 64) the flow control status maintained in the memory device based on 
the comparison. 
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As for claim 6, the Lyles et al. reference teaches updating the flow control status 
maintained in the memory device to reflect status identified in the received flow control message 
(see "message also indicates whether cell is to be queued in the data path, the control path, or 
both"; col. 11, lines 2-6). 

As for claim 8, the Lyles et al. reference teaches discarding the control message (see 
"when the cell has been appropriately queued", "return an added message to the cell flow control 
unit"; col. 1 1, lines 6-1 1). The discarding function notified the flow control unit that the newly 
queued cell needs to be taken into account in future computations. 

As for claim 9, the Lyles et al. reference teaches the "cell flow control unit 55" which 
sends a message for a particular flow based on the status (see col. 11, lines 1-4). 

As for claim 10, the Lyles et al. reference teaches that selection of the queue is based on 
the priority of the related flow (see col. 9, lines 5 1-52). 

As for claim 11, the combination of references fails to explicitly teach, "broadcasting" a 
flow control message. Nonetheless, the Lyles et al. reference does teach "sending" and "arrival 
message" to "notify a cell flow control unit 55 of the cell's arrival" (see col. 10, lines 55-56). 
Therefore, although Lyles et al. does not refer to the message as "broadcast", it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention that the flow control unit 55 
is notified by a message that is transmitted. 
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As for claim 12, the Lyles et al. reference teaches updating the flow control status 
associated with the message (see col. 10, lines 61-65; see also Black et al. [0082]). 

As for claim 13, the Lyles et al. reference teaches an index associated with a particular 
flow (see col. 9, lines 38-47). 

Regarding claim 14, Lyles et al. teaches a device (see Figure 3) having a memory device 
(see col. 10, lines 51 and 55; Figure 3, "27") and maintains flow control status (see col. 10, lines 
60-61) for a plurality of flows. In the reference, each of the flows is identified by an associated 
index (see "circuit index" and "pointer" to location "in data memory 27"; col. 10, lines 54-55). 
In addition, the reference teaches the "cell flow control unit 55" which sends a message for a 
particular flow based on the status (see col. 1 1, lines 1-4) and that selection of the queue is based 
on the priority of the related flow (see col. 9, lines 51-52). 

However, Lyles et al. does not teach a "scoreboard memory" device to maintain flow 
control status for a plurality of flows. Regarding these "means", Black et al. teaches a device 
(see Figure 4) where the "scoreboard circuitry" reads messages and uses the information therein 
regarding the identity of a sending port and the status codes in the message to update the status 
entry for the port (see [0082]). That is, the reference teaches a flow control message to update 
the status by a scoreboard device . 

At the time of the invention, one of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to 
combine the cited disclosures for the reasons stated above. 
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As for claim 15, the Lyles et al. reference teaches a flow control message is received in 
response to capacity of a queue (see "managed", "sized"; col. 8, lines 46-49). 

As for claims 16-17, the Lyles et al. reference teaches updater includes a comparator 
("recognizer"; col. 10, line 62) to compare the received flow control message and updating 
("determine"; col. 10, line 64) the flow control status maintained in the memory device based on 
the comparison. Although not citing that the message generator "invalidates" or "erases", the 
flow control unit performs determinations as to the status, as cited above. 

As for claim 18, in the Lyles et al. reference, each of the flows is identified by an 
associated index (see "circuit index" and "pointer" to location "in data memory 27"; col. 10, 
lines 54-55). The reference teaches receiving a flow control message and to determine the 
associated index for it (see col. 10, line 56). The flow control status is updated based on the 
received flow control message (see "determine", col. 10, lines 64-65; col. 11, lines 4-6). 

Regarding claim 19, this essentially constitutes the method to be performed by the device 
disclosed in claim 14. The present combination of references teaches or suggests all the 
limitations corresponding to the device and therefore also teaches the steps corresponding to the 
method. The present claim is rejected under the same rationale. 

As for claims 20-22, these constitute the method to be performed by the device disclosed 
in claims 15, 16, 18. The present claims are therefore rejected under the same rationale. 
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Regarding claim 23, this essentially constitutes the method to be performed by the device 
disclosed in claim 1. The present combination of prior art teaches or suggests all the limitations 
corresponding to the claimed device and therefore also teaches the steps corresponding to the 
method. The present claim is rejected under the same rationale. 

As for claims 24-25, 27- 31, these constitute the method to be performed by the device 
disclosed in claims 5-6, 8-10, and 13. The present claims are therefore rejected under the same 
rationale. 

Regarding claims 32-34, these constitute the implementation of an apparatus, containing 
the limitations of the device disclosed in previously rejected claims. The present combination 
teaches the limitations corresponding to that device and therefore also teaches the apparatus 
implementing its characteristics. The present claims are rejected under the same rationale. 

8. Claim 7 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lyles et 
al. [US 6,377,583 Bl] in view of Black et al. [US 2003/0174722 Al], in further view of Davies 
etal. [US 5,819,111]. 

As for claim 7, the combination of references does not explicitly teach an updater which 
makes no changes to the flow control status maintained in the memory device if the comparator 
determines the associated index has the same flow control status as the received flow control 
message (emphasis added). Regarding this aspect of the invention, Davies et al. teaches a flow 
control (see Title) system where if a buffer is not full, the flow control state variable is 
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unchanged (see col 8, lines 5-13). Accordingly, at the time of the invention, one of ordinary 
skill in the art would have been motivated to modify the cited combination of disclosures in 
order to complete a process, until the next instruction is received, as taught by Davies et al. (see 
col. 8, lines 12-13). 

As for claim 26, this constitutes the method to be performed by the device previously 
disclosed in claim 7. The present claim is therefore rejected under the same rationale. 

Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-34 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

10. In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., "flow control 
hubs to manage the delivery of the flow control messages") are not recited in the rejected 
claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the 
specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2dll81, 26 
USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

According to claim 1, a flow control hub comprises an address decoded, which receives a 
flow control message and determines and index for it. An updater updates flow control status 
based on the received control message. Therefore, it follows from the claim language that the 
recited singular hub is controlling the reception (rather than the delivery) of the flow control 
messages. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Angel L. Casiano whose telephone number is 571-272-4142. The 
examiner can normally be reached on 9:00-5:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kim Huynh can be reached on 571-272-4147. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Ale 

26 October 2005 




